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NARRATIVE

This project was organized in an attempt to provide local schools and
school districts with the best available information regarding slow learners
in secondary school mathematics.

The information was disseminated through two workshop conferences (spring
and summer), a newsletter, and follow-up field visits to the participating
school districts. Ten partici;ating schools and school districts were selected
and each was represented by a team of participants including an administrator,

a mathematics supervisor and a key mathematics teacher.

The participants selected consisted of 10 teams of 3 people each. There
were 8 secondary school mathematics teachers, 5 mathematics chairmen, 7 district
mathematics coordinators, 6 assistant principals, 3 principals, and 1 assistant
superintendent; thirty people in all, making up the list of participants. There
was widespread interest in the New York Metropolitan 3 county area (Queens, Nassau
and Suffolk) in participating in the project and the ten selected schools and
districts were chosen from 34 applicants. Three New York City Queens school
districts, 3 Nassau County districts and 4 districts from Suffolk County were
selected.

The beginning spring conference took the participants away from their
school districts for 2 nights and 3 days and was highly successful. (See
evaluation section.) It focused upon prominent improvement programs for
slow learners in math. Guest speakers came from the Denver University, the
Baltimore County Schools, and the Oakland County Schools in Michigan. These
speakers conducted '"hands-on'' workshops as they provided typical experiences
from their programs for our participants. The overnight aspect of the conference
also enaﬁled participants and guest speakers to informally meet and discuss

common problems. Meetings were also held by job title: administrators,
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math supervisors, teachers; as time was provided for an exchange of ideas
and concerns. The conference was concluded with a luncheon address by Professor
Max Sobel. It was an intensive early morning to evening experience in teaching
slow learners mathematics in secondary schools. This conference was followed
with a 2-day drive-in conference during the summer held at Queens College in
late August, shortly before the reopening of the schools in September. This
conference was also highly effective in dissemination of information and high-
lighted particular problems in teaching math to slow learners, such as diag-
nostic techniques. Workshops were conducted by guest speakers focusing upon
the use of hand calculators and the development of pé;blem-solving ability.
In addition, the project director conducted a workshop on motivational
techniques and an exchange workshop was held where the participants shared
with each other some of their own favorite activities. Job-title meetings
were ulso held and rounded out this two-day conference.

A quarterly Newsletter; The Mathematics Learning Exchange, was begun
to provide participants with a contfnuous flow of information regarding
programs and problems, and served as a means of communication between par-
ticipants. (See sample copy in appendix.)

In order to encourage implementation of the information disseminated,
follow-up field visits were made to participating school districts by the
project director and visiting consultant, completing all of the activities

of this information dissemination program.

OUTCOMES

The association, through the varied activities of this program, between
Queens College staff and public school teachers, supervisors and administrators

was a productive one. A very specific poaitive result was the organization of
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the particigating school districts into a loose consortium called "The Ten
Schools Coalition.'" Because of a strong desire to continue the relationship
begun by the overnighf Spring Conference, the participants suggested that
they form a coalition to meet their specific needs. To this end, the Ten
Schools Coalition, working together with the project director, organized
and conducted a one-day conference focusing upon the New York State Regents
Competency Examination. A total of about 60 educators were present for the
lectures and workshops featuring a keynote speaker from the Bureau of Mathe-
matics of the New York State Department of Education. Thé effective area
of influence of the dissemination progr#m was increased dramatically as the
conference was attgnded by many teachers éndASupervisors in addition to the
program participants. An interesting and productive spirit of cooperation
between the participating schools and school districts was enhanced.

There were some unexpected problems encountered that were of significancg.
A surprising number of school district administrators and supervisors were
reluctant to participate in the field visit aspect of the program. The
visiting consultant had responsibility for visiting five school districts
and had difficulty arranging appointments at each one. The project director
also had resbonsibility for visiting five districts and two of these proved
virtually impossible to visit. One can only speculate as to the causes, but
it seemé clear that difficult financial problems are sapping the strength of
school people and they are not anxious for their programs to be seen and feel
it may be a burden to have visitors. In this respect, it seems that the project
has not been successful in defining clearly the role of the visiting consultant
to the participants. On those occasions when the project director did visit the
schools, he was shown around as if he were a visiting dignitary rather than a

consultant coming to provide services. Future programs will certainly take this

into account.
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Another problem encountered resulted in a change of visiting consultant.
The visiting consultant had diffiCulgy understanding his role in the total
program and in the conferences in particular. The conferences were organized
to present information without regard for the philosophical base of those in-
volved. The visiting consultant, on the other hand, persisted in pursuing a
particular point of view at the expense of a broad appeal. After discussion,
a mutual agreement was made that allowed for replacement of the visiting con-
sultant. The new consultant was equally strong in educatl on and experience and
more sympathetic to the stated goals of the program. Evidently the goals of the
program need to be carefully clarified for all particip;ting staff members.
RESULTS OF EVALUATION

Evaluation attempted to frame answers to two basic questions:

Is the model used in this program effective in getting the information to
the participants? If it is, will the participants put the information into use in
their schools? The first question is a great deal easier to respond to than the
latter.

The focus of this evaluation was to assess the extent to which participants
were satisfied with the workshop experiences and to determine the components of

participants' satisfaction with the workshop and conference.

A Summary of Results and Conclusions

WWWIn general, participants were well satisfied with the workshops and the
conference as a whole. Without exception the second (morning) sessions received
higher satisfaction ratings than did the first (afternoon) sessions. Our data
do not permit any firm conclusions regarding why such a pronounced (practice,
sequence, recency, fatigue, or time-of-day?) effect should have occurred.
The participants' evaluation profiles of the workshop leaders were generally

elevated indicating a very positive view of the conference. There were very



-5-
few questions which teachers responded to differently than did supervisors or
adminigtrators. The differences observed were not dramatic in nature, generally
they were approximately one scale point or less.

A more complex analysis of the overall conference evaluation reveals that three
major clusters of elements accounted for the major sources of satisfaction ob-
tained by the participants from the conference.

The overall evaluation of the conference was highly associated with both
the setting in which the conference took place, and the experience of remaining
together, as a team, for the duration of the conference. The participapts dis-
tinguished between aspects of the conference under direct administrative control
and those features that were only more remotely related to administrative con-
trol. 1In addition,'the availability of resource personnel was associated with
participants' overall satisfaction with the program.

A second factor, unrelated to participants'_overall evaluation of the
workshop, but a source of satisfaction‘noﬁetheless, proceeded from interactions
between and among consultants and participants.

A third factor involving the satisfaction of participants reflects a
varying sense of ease in informal interchange, ease which was somewhat greater
for administrators and supervisors than it was ror teachers.

The free responses of participants to the questionnaire were congruent with
the findings reported above. Fifteen of the 28 respondents added comments to the
questionnaire. Four offered praise of selected aspects of the conference, its
goal orientation, atmosphere, and the close focus upon the topic. Six made re-
quests for @o;gbt;mgmto be spent on various elements of'the program. Eight
participant; made suggestions for topics they would like to have seen included
in the conference. Several of these suggestions have been adopted and will be
made part of the summer portion of the program.

In general, the free responses can be divided into two categories: out-

right praise and requests for more of both time to work in more depth and addi-
tional topics to be covered. Both of these categories are reflective of an

o extremely successful enterprise. i0
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Overall Spring Conference Evaluation

At the end of the last workshop session prior to the final gathering for
luncheon which terminated the conference, a seven-item questionnaire was
given to each of the conference participants., The first six items on
the evaluation form were designed to determine the extent to which each
of the components of the conference contributed to the overall success
while the final item was an overall rating of the conference's success.
The data indicate a favorable attitude towards the components of the

. conference and the conference in general on the part of each of the con-
stituent groups. A question by question breakdown of the results follows.
Each statement allowed for a nine-point scale response with 9 being the
most positive response.

1. The conference took place during a school week rather than
over a weekend or on a school holiday,

The mean response for all subjects was 7.71 with a median of 8.25. Admin-
istrators had the lowest mean score of 7.00 and supervisors the highest (8.22).

Teachers and supervisors had equal median scores (8.59) with a median for

administrators of 7.75.

2. The conference was.femoved from an institutional setting.
The mean for all subjects was 8.43. Administrators had the lowest mean of
8.25 and the teachers were high at 8.55. The median score for all groups was

at or slightly above (less than 0.25) the mean for that group. All three

groups gave this item the highest rating.

3. The participants remained together for the duration of the conference.
The mean for all subjects was 8.07 with the median at 8.5. Supervisors and
administrators both rated this item as one of the t-'o most positive items

(mean = 8.3) but the mean rating given by teachers of 7.73 was one of that

groups lowest ratings given an item.

11




4, A team consisting of a teacher, supervisor and administrator
from the same district attended the conference.

The mean for all subjects was 8.17 with the teachers and supervisors having
means slightly above the grand mean (8.27 and 8.33 respectively) and
administrators being slightly below the grand mean at 7.88. The median
score for all groups was between 8.38 (teachers) and 8.60.(supérvisors).

5. Informal discussion sessions were held among conference

participants.

Supervisors and Administrators indistinguishable in terms of ctheir
response to this item (7.89 and 7.88 respective means). Teachers, however,

gave this item their lowest rating with a mean of 6.91,

.. Resource personncl were available.
All groups had virtually the same response to this item with the grand
mean of 7.39, supervisors lo. a. V.00 aund ceachers B b oac /.o In
terrs ol the wear raci~ Zor all subjects, this item received the lowest
positive rating.

)

The final item was an overall evaluation of the conference. Again, on
this item all three groups were almost indistinguishable. The mean for
all subjects was 7.64 (m2dian 7.85) with a very small spread of 0.17

between the low (supervisors 7.56) and the high (teachers = 7.73).

In addition to the seven items on the questionnaire participants wers invited
o make additional comments or suggestions for improving future conferences.
Twenty-eixziit (?3) peoplc completed the questionnaires and eighteen (18) of
these had some kind of written comment. Some individuab commented on only

one arca, others commented or suggesice:s LI § Qo vavivas areas. Tre

Do

Q |

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



.breakdown is given below.. Numbers in”parenthesesmfollowihg the a,ceBOty
name indicate the total number of individuals who caﬂ’ﬂntgd in th8t
category. The items listed beneath the category heading 1ndicate the

specific area toward which a comment was directed.

e
A: General praise of the conference as Worthwhi1 Or lookin® forward

to the follow-up with no additional comments (3),

S — T e et s o g e s
BT Specific praise of cornferencé items (ﬁ)“""/f T o

1. The goal orientation of the participants nd the conference
leaders.

2, The atmosphere and the conference settin9°

a
3. The limited number of speakers on a cent? 1 theme.

C: Suggested a need for reevaluating the apporcionmeht of cime
throughout the conference (6).
1. More and longer informal discussion sessiona‘
2. More time for some of the speakers (Max gobel tited gpecifically)
3. One afternoon for recreation.

4. Greater in-depth study of one particular program in all its

aspects from initiation to evaluatigq.
D: Indicated topics which need inclusion ip the Program (8)-
l. Use of calculators in the classroom
2. Problem solving approaches
3. Motivation
4. Self image of the students
5. Prepariﬁg classroom materials -- text macer1a1a
6. Nitty Gritty (classroom management)

7. Reading skills in the math area

13
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CONFERENCE EVALUATION

CHECK ONE: Teacher Supervisor °* ° ° °* ° Administrator =™ — — —

T

pIRECTIONS: Consider the numbers on the rating scale as continuous with the
degcription indicating direction. Circle only ONE numbter in response to each
acatement

qndicate the extent to which each of the following characteristics of this

conference concributed to the overall success of the conference.

},/»The*conference‘took place duringa school week rather than over“E“JEERend T
-or during a-school holiday.

N
\

PR

N\
2 The conference was removed from a school or institutional settings\

3.

T . R | - JUPRTTY - SO SUS

-

A team consisting of a teacher, supervisor and administrator from t

4.
district attended the conference.

5.

l..l¢¢o¢¢.2¢¢.o-.--.3oo.....-.b.........5.‘.0.-0-.'60'00"‘0
g Resource personnel were available before and aftei the work

please give your overall evaluation of this conference.

14




-10-

Evaluation of the Individual Workshop Sessions (Spring)

The conference had as major components four workshop session:, each led by
an individual with a preat deal of experience in vorking with the slow learncr

in mathematics. 1Ie organizing the conlercuce it was decided to divide the

thirty participants into smoller =roups for a more cctive vordshop expericnac,

As such, cach workshop tas prisente:d ice wit! ruvisntels half of the

>

participerts torkic, Iooal cooresbop oat oo niven time.

©

Encl corererce partisjipars vas ashed te ceouplete & tventy-item questionnairs

toevaluate each-of "the workshop-sessionss Each-item nn'tha'questionnairé had ¢
nine-point scale resporse with 1 representing the most positive response. Since
participants were cxposcd to the workshops in different orders, order of presen-
tation vas considercd in the analysis of the data obtaired. The data collected
from the participants rating the workshop sessicns was tabulated using rhe SPSS
packase and descrintive statistics were gencratred. A profile of the vatiengs
givern cach vorkshop lecader was prepare’ inlicating mean sceres for the first
and sccond sessions. In addition, summary profiles were prepared indicating
Ssession I and Session 11 ratings combining all workshops and sll particiﬁant§:
Finally a éimilar profile was prepared separating the ratings given by each of
the three constituent groups (teachers, supervisors and administrators). The
profiles for the individual workshop leaders are presented to the confereace
coordinators to give specific feedback in determining which of the preseaters
might be most bencficial in future conferences. The coordinators might also

wish to provide each leader with their own profile as feedback to themselves.

A statistical analysis of the meau scores for each leader appears in the

appendix.

15
O
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The combined groups summary of all workshop sessions profile seemed Tvo
coftobor&feméﬁé“finding;‘of.tﬂé’ﬁggg;f;ﬁeévévaluation. Ali three
constituent groups making up the conference, teachers, supervisors, and
administrators, indicated favorable attitudes towsrds the workshop sessions
as a whole. An interesting phenomenon was observed, however, when the data
were graphed according to the order of presentation. The ratings given to
the first presentation of all workshops (Session 1) and the ratings given

to the second presentation of all workshops (Session II), when plotted on

uniform scales, resulted in almost parallel paths. This result was initially
observed when all participants were considered together, however, the pattern

remained the same when the three =afi-tituent groups were considered separately.

Observations from the graphs of Workshop Evaluaticn Ratings

1. Participants rated session 1I more positively than session I on
all items.

2. Within session 1I, tﬁe paths representing each of thé constituent
groups intersect frequently. The groups tend to respond similarly to each
statement with no group being more than 0.4 unites from the total mean scere
on any one item.

3. Within session I, the paths of the graphs of supervisors and admin-
istrators intersect nine times and coincide five times indicating rather close
agreement between these groups. The graph representing mean teacher rakings
tends to be separate from these two with less positive ratings in all cases
(18) except one.

4. None of the graphs fepresenting sesgion I intersect the graphs
representing session II. They do in fact appear almost paraliel, approaching
each other in response to only one item. (#13 - My questions were dealt with

satisfactorily.)

16
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The results of tubulating all data on all workshop sessions yielded the
following information:

The grand mean for all workshops, for all participants for all sessions

X = 3.46 s.d. = 1.83

Separating the responses into Session I and Session Ii scores yields:

Xl = 4.05 X2 = 2.87

1.66

]
it

S.d.l 1.98 S.d.2

Reversing these scores so that they become comparahle with the nine-point
scale where nine represented the must positive rating as used in the overall
conference evaluation, it is possible to observe the relative congruence

between the workshop evaluations and the overall conference evaluation.
Session 1 Session Il Total Conference Evaluation

X = 5.95 X =7.13 X = 6.5 X = 7.64
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WORKSHOP SESSION .EVALUATION
TITLE OF SESSITN 1 AL Woresops -
TITLE OF SESSION 2 Au Womksuor - - = -
CHECK ONE: Teacher Supervisor Adoinistrator
1. To vhat extent was this session related tg the teaching concerns of teachers of
#low leacners?
............‘.....T........ ......................I...............l.....l..... e
1 2 \ 3 L 5 6 7 8 9
y
2. How interestedlwould slow carners be in the material presented?
\
1 2 '3 & 5 &7 8 5
: I
3. To vhat excentlwould slow /learners be challenged by the materfal?
.......-.....-....J ------ LN Y l!...-...-...-..-...-.‘...-..l.l-.....t.ll.!l-.....‘
1 2 3 It S é 7 8 5
/ .
4. I feel that Ahe material described would be useable by a classroom teacher
of glow leyncts.
1 2 ( 3 H 6 7 8 9
\
S. ‘rhié seqs‘io\z would be a wojthwhile experience for others in ay distriece,
\
1l 2 \ 3 L s 6 7 8 9
\
\
6. How well was time ®pportioned to\this activicy?
\
1 2 3 ) L 6 7 8 9
. ! ’
/
7. This session was the type I hoped I would attend at a conference deziing with
aldernatives for slfu learners.
ey eeees ; )L F : ; R 5
/
/
8. The prescn/ta{ion was wpdl organized.
1 2 { 3 L 5 6 7 8 9
! o
! L e
9. The spehker demo strated the expertise I would expect from a workshop leade:,
[
S Y U
1 2 3 L s 6 7 8 9

ERIC
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10. The spesker demonecrated the creactivicy I would expect from a leader in the fleld:

i A

L 5 5 7 8 9

1 2 T°7y
I
. INUUUDI IR O A NI
11, The spdaker comrynicated his/her fdeas well.
I

1 2 3

A A N Y N I R R R P YT I T

7 8 9

..............*............... SRSttt uiitiitteaeiateciiietratatecsnsronrsncne

1 2 6 7 8 9

13. My questibns wvere dealt with satisfactorily .
\

20000 0000000000 deseneeontentenees e T EEE ST R O ST e e “cesscscsssessescsee

B - L 5 - 7 8 5.

14. To what ekcent would\the content of this sessfon be of practical use for
classrocmf ino your scRool (districe)?

@0 scss0c0ccccncs \.. ....... s4eelscccccne seccercccrsscsssns ®recss scssssssncccns sesee

1 2 3 S & 1 8 9

N
15. This session provided we with ndy un ersctandings about the slow learner.

AN
AN

........--........................./).--....

1 2 32 L
yd

7/
16. This session hclpjg 62hieue ch

7 8 g

objectives of this conference.

0 scvcecccssccssttocttectasnns ®0ccsecesesenrse

. /
> AP S | L s 6 7 8 9

17. How successful was cthis sessfion as a training experience for YOU?

i AR R R R I I I S

' 5 6 7 8 . 9

19. How helpful will CJ: things ypu learned tn this sessior be for the studencs
in your achool diskrict?

S 6 - 71 8 9

.......I.l....lll.'l";r.lll‘.lll.. .

1 z 3 L

20. This sesifon yas a valuab
’ /

e0csccsscsscrscsceltranccccncaselicccsocsesesonsecsescrcntossracces ssse et ecsoncrasns

1 2 377 5 é 7 8 9

O
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WORKSHOP SESSION .EVALUATION

SEZSION 1 THIN GRAPH

SESSION 2 HEAVY GRAPH

Vsachet - Supervisor_ **""'"'  Admintstrator

To what extent was this ssssion related to the teaching concerns of teachers of
elow learners? o

LIPS

\
A .
Row intercsted woull dlow lcﬁ{nu 3 be in the matsrial presented?
. :

v \
SRR TR ));]<_6zag

~3

N F A

£ /
To what extent wou} slow learrerf be challengnd by the material?
> .

1.........2.....(.}3...{....}& AP SRR SO JUUSUI SUUURT
Y

1 feel that the !
of slow learncr, \ .

1

Thiis session YNNI be a wor#xwﬂil experiénce for othezs in my districe.

How well was time npﬁ!r ioned to this aclrvity?
v ‘\
SR S 1 2

el

< S R % ) R L T

Thic sesrian woy the Ly pf,
alternatives for sleow 1 qtnzru. !
.

| .”L.“b.nyt
e 7

.”.“Jq;f..”b”.”.“.i.”.“.x.“.“.nfu.”.”.&.”.“.3

’ .
.
. - :
The spcnhcrlﬂr.nnﬁlrﬁ!IA%LhF eipert]se 1 osould evpect frem oo warkshop leadey,

0.' i L"
R 0 SO 5 T AN S JUN RN - JONUURENE SUNUURUNY: SN

RO___.
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10. 1he speaker deomounteated the creatlvity 1 would expect from n leader {n the Field
L SPPPPRPPO N: RN SSUUNE. JURTURIT - JORUPURTI SURURRNY . SN
. T :
!
- " -
I
11.. The speuaker wunicaedlfhis/her (deas well.
. I
D
\
12. The session offfered stimu 'a. ng material.
\ -
b F - S WS I 2 VR 2eeenn. bl Too..80......8
| | .
4
L]
13. My guestions Judre hcnlt,/lait satisfactorily .
o\
* ) . - -
- -l.-_......-ga-- -.;VQ”.’;“ .".‘.‘.‘.l} ...... '..’.5.’.....;..6 ........ Y ST e.... ..... 2
L4 ’ -\ .
y [ AN
° 1. A _
14. To what extenf. pould the, onkent of this session be of practical use for
classrooms in ¢purlschool, ¥c\ii trice)?
. ’ .
o W\ '
- SRR S Y A SO PP S PSPPI SR SPSTRUIN SSSI-3
15. This seséiun provicded mw w&bb\new u dinps about the ulow learner.
L]
LT SR: R Wy b e B
Traee & T
7
o /
16. This session helped oc evesthe o of this cenference.
S S R P S S T - R B e, 9
. ‘\
17. How suctessful war L'J S Lcssion .y aftraining capericnce for YOU?
X .
Ioveinen. 2o, Al s T N S .enenene. 9
1
|
18. This sessfien will influldle the way ! teach and/or tune way 1 vieu others cteachin;
Yo
L. I do g begds buvn. oo, 8. H
L]
o _
19, Unmv helptul uill the th vt;} veu learved in thie sescjon ba for the students
in your school :(i:;:_tx’zg(" ‘
20,

O
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WORKSHOP SESSION .EVALUATION
HOFFMAN
TITLE OF SESSION 1

TITLE OF SESSION 2

CHECK ONE: Teacher Supervisor Adniniscracor
1. To whact axtent was this session related to the teaching concerns of teachers of

8low learners?

i...--.o..éo,oo ---03 ° h ‘ ‘ 5 . 6 7 8 9

2. How inferestdd would slow learners be in the Daterial presented?

/

z L S 6 7 8 -9

3. To uhac\ex:enc wpuld slow learmers be challenged by the macerial?

[ 5 6 7 8 9

i....-...-zoo)-. -----
/

4. 1 feel chac
of sYou lea

e material described would be useable by a classroom teacher

.o---a-f-z-oo. ----- 3. ------ .-ol; -------- .5. --------- 6 7 8 9

S. Thile sessfon would be a worthwhile experience for others in my discrice.
| ] .

1 \2

\

6. How "elf\%:s time

@ssecccscssecasscnnse ®seascenctecscsccnsncnne

b 5 6 7 8 9

ortioned to this activicy?

s R R R R R L T sy

L 5 . 6 7 8 9

1 2 3
/

7. This sessioJ was the type [ hoped I would attend at a conference dealing with
alternatives for slow learhars.

’ L
i. tesccas 2.-..7 ..................... 5. ......... é ......... '; ......... 8. ..... ....9.
/
7/
8. The presentadon was vell organfzad.
/

i...74-.-.. .......-j ......... ﬂ ...... .--é ......... é ...... ...%..... ...é ....... .-;

!

!

9. IThe speaker demonstraced the expertise T would expect from a workshop leacer.
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10. 7Yhe speaker demonlirnted the creativity I would expect from a leader in the field.

1 z 3 L 5 6 7 8 9
!
| .
114 e speaker communicated his/her {deas well.
1
it 3 LT e 7 8 9
|
§
12.1 The seXdsion offered stimulating material.
)
; .l(\ R R TIPS
\
13. WMy ;hes: ns were dealt with satisfactorily.
\
1 27 3 L 5 L B g 5

l4. To whar eltenc would the content of this session be of practical use for
clagsrooms| in your school (district)?

15. This sesstba\ptovided qe th new understandings about the slow learner.

A
i.---..---zl....l.lllél)‘llll.------.--.-- -.l.lllléll.ll.-l %ll.ll-l--é-.-...---§

eevevescrscdqrcscercccstocrsccccncs Seesscssoctencns ®tecccsccsccnssns s

5 6 7 8 9

1 2 3
/

17. How 9uccessfu1 was

19. How helpeul will cthe/things you learned in this session be for the students
in your sdhool discyice?

\
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1 2 L 5 6 7 9

/ .
/
20. Thla,aessloa wag a valuable sxperience.
/
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WORKSHOP SESSION EVALUATION

ENGEIMEYER
TITLE OF SESSION 1

__TITLE OF SESSION 2 -~-m-me

CHECK ONE: Teacher Superviaor Adoin{strator )

l. To what extent was this session related to the teaching concerns of teachers of

slou learners?

..1‘. : i 5 8 ;

1 3

-

!

2. Hou‘iuterested-would sloy learners be in the material presenced?

L 5 6 7 8 9

1 2 2
\

\

3. To what &xtent would

low learners be challenged by the material?

L s 6 7 8 9

....--'.-..-../-7........

1 2 2
/

4. I feel tNac the matedial desc
of slou/ learners,

ribed would be useable by a classroom ceacher

-------.------o-....----------.-..--.------------.-.-.

L 5 6 7 8 9

1 3
/
5.- This /session would be a

!
i..‘.‘.‘k.é..- T 3. ) 5 6 7 8 9
AN

N\
6. How well way \tlme apportionad to this activity?

orthwhile experience for others in my discrice.

/

7. This sessigh was the type Ifhoped I would attend at a conference dealing with
alternatiyes for slow learrbrs.

/

eeseccccciepannsnn

1 /’2 3
/

8. Tyé presentaZ

6 7 8 9

was well organized.

emonstrated the experti{se I would expect from a workshop lzader.
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10. The spesker demonstrated the creativity I would expect from a leader in the field.
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1 , L 5 6 7 8 9
j

11.' /The speaker dommunicated his/ber ideas well.

/

.-..(....--...-... R AR R L R

1 2 ' 5 6 7 8 9

13. Hy’ questions werd dealt with satisfactorily.

........f............ St taceeeceeetteaeet it tatararatttestarenannnnaas

1 2 3. ls S & 7 X XXX 5
\

14. To|what extent would the ‘content of this session be of practical use for
classrocus in your chool (diserice)?

sececcccedeecccianiiiaanen, .........;...........................................

1 2 3 - L - 5 & 7 8 . .9
~. - .
~
N
13. This session provided me
~
""'.""..'.."."l'..""""' .o e """""""."""l.'"""'.'.""'."
1 2 3 > 7 8 5
. .. . - . e
16. This lessi/on{elped achlefe the objectives of this conference.

e

h new understandings about the slow learner.

1 2 3 7 8 9

17. How a‘xccessful was this|session as a training experience for you?

ib--..----zc-k---.-..éc.--.----l ---------g--.-..---é---------';---.----.é----.---.90
\

18. This sessiohwill inflyefice the way I teach and/or the way I view others teaching.
\

i'."'""é?".."'2§>-""""
/

19. How helpful 4111 the things you learned {n this session be for the students
in your 371(001 districe?

b oceeeteeseteecettetetiettntttetctcccansecnnaanans

' 5 6 7 8 .9

s s 6 -1 s 9

1 2 { 3
!
20. This sllssion was a val4able experlence.
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WORKSHOP SESSION .EVALUATION
SCHUITE

TITLE OF SESSION 1 —

~-TITLE OF SESSION .2

" CHECK ONE: Teacher Supervisor Adminiscrator

1. To what extent was this session related to the teaching concerns of teachers of

slov learners?

7 8 9

...l....l.-.........-.......\.....

i > L
3 \

- \

2. How interested-would slow lée ers be in the material presented?

7 8 9

1 2 3 k

v

arners be challenged by the material?

3.. To what extent would 35P"
.........................(‘... ...................é.........7'.........8..........9.

1 2 3

4. 1 feel that the materlal d scribed would be useable by a classroom teacher
of llov learners, \ .
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vor:mwhile experience for o:hers in my district.
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5. Thil session would pe %
\
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\
\

6. How well was time apportiondd to this activity?
\
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\

PAd\I would attend at a conference dealing with
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7. This session was the type I ho
alfernatives for slow learners,
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1 2 3

8. The presentation yas organized.

e
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9. The speaker dgmofistrated the expertise I would expect frua a workshop leader.
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12. The session offifed st
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ulating material,
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l4. To vhat extent véuld e content of this session be of practical use for
€lassrooms in your\schoRl (district)?

alt with satisfactorily.
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15. This session provided me with
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16. This session helped achisve ¢ 7’objec:£ves of this conference.
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19. How helpful will the things yoq learned tn this session be for the students
in your school district? )
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WORKSHOP SESSION .EVALUATION
STOP&
TITLE OF SESSION 1 -

TITLE OF SESSION 2

CHECK ONE: Teache; Supervisor Admlnlstrator

l. To what extent was chis session related to the teaching concerns of teachers of

slow learners?

L 7 8 9
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2. How iOCetested-v?uld slow learners be in th
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terial presented?
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10. "The speaker demonstrated the éienttvl:y 1 would expect from a leader in the fleld-
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11, The speaker combunicated his/her {dea vell.
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/
12. The session pifered stimulacing material.
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13. My questions Were dealt with sac4Sfactorily.
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14, To what exte‘t would the content this session be of practical yse for
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SUMMER CONFERENCE

Evaluation of the Workshop Sessions

This second conference, like the first, had four workshop sessions held over
a two day period. Unlike the first conference, however, two of the sessions dealt
primarily with interchange among the conference participantg., These two gessions
were entitled "Action Diagnosis'" and "Information Sharing and Exchange'". All con-
ference participants attended each of these sessions as a grdup. The other two
sessions involQed outside (guest) speakers. For these workshops the groups were
divided so that approximately half of the total participants were involved in
either workshop at any time. The groups were interchanged after the first session.

Each conference participant completed the same twenty item questionnaire that
had been used at the first conference to evaluate the workshop sessions. Each item
on the questionnaire had a nine-point scale with 1 representing the most positive
response. The data collected from the workshop participants were analyzed using an
SPSS package and descriptive statistics were generated. A profile of the ratings
given the two workshop leaders (guests) was prepared giving session 1 and gession 11
ratings. These were presented to the conference coordinator to uge for feedback to
his gspeakers. They appear as an appendix to His report. A summary of the session
1 and session 11 ratings was also prepared. The graphs and observations follow.
Also included in an appendix is a factor analysis of the responses on the items for

the two sessions.

Observations From the Graphs of the Workshop Evaluation Ratings

1. Ratings for session 1 and session 11 were quite similar on all
questions.

2. Session 1 received the same ratings or higher ratings than session 11
on the first 13 items in the questionnaire. On the remaining items
the scores remained close to each other but there were several

reversals between ratings for session 1 and session 11 comparatively.
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supervisors) the ratings of the two sessions remained close from

segsion to sessioﬁ; Between the three groups, however, marked

differences in ratings did appear. Administrators consistently gave

lower ratings on all questions (items) than either the teachers or

the supervisors. The graphs for these two groups intersect frequently,

however in general, the supervisors tended to give slightly more

positive ratings overall.

Further analysis of the data tends to reinfqrce the observations made from
the graphs. t-tests were run on the difference between the mean ratings on each
item for session I and session II. Only one item showed significant differences

on the total group evaluation.

Item 9 - The speaker demonstrated the expertise I would expect from a workshop

leader - showed significant differencew(t=2:06, p=.043) for all groups, however
no significant differences were found wiﬁhin each group. In fact, of all the
80 separate t-tests run (one each for each of the 20 items for the three groups
and for all participants as a single grdup) this was the only test with
significant differences.
Tabulating the data for all workshop sessions yielded the following:
The grand mean for all workshops, for all participants, for ail
sessions! a favorable rating with 1 as most favorable and 9 as

most unfavorable

X = 2.7071 s.d. = 1.5485

The separate scores for session 1 and session II indicate the closeness
X = 2.6348 X =2.779%

s.d. = 1.426 s.d. = 1.671
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Conference Evaluation

In addition to the workshop evaluation, each participant completed a 7 item
conference evaluation. The first five items tapped the contributions (positive
and negative) made by the different factors in the organization of this conference.
The sixth item can be used to compare the ratings given the workshop sessions
to the overall rating given the conference. To do this you must reverse the work-
shop score, which had 1 as the most positive response, to correspond to the con-
ference evaluation score, which used a similar nine point scale with 9 as the most

positive response.

WORKSHOPS
Session I Session I1 Total Conference
8.d.=6.3652 s.d.=6.2206 s.d,.=6.2929 s.d.=7.35

The graph of the conference evaluation questionnaire (see attached) indicated
results similar to those of the workshop evaluations. In general, supervisors
were most favorable in their responses while administrators were least favorable.
It is interesting to note that the greatest difference between groups occurred on
the overall evaluation. Teachers and supervisors were very favorable in their

ratings while administrators were more neutral, though still on the positive side.

Comparison Between the Spring and Summer Conferences

One point of interest is to judge the relative ratings given the two conferences.
This was done by comparing the responses on two specific items which appeared on
both conference evaluation questionnaires.
Item 4 - A team consisting of a teacher, supervisor and administrator from
the same district attended the conference.
" Item 6 - Please give your overall evaluation of this conference.

Four different t-tests for the difference between means were run on each of
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all evaluation (item 6) for administrators. Administrators rated this conference
significantly lower (less valuable) than they had rated the Spring conference. It
is interesting to note that both teachers and supervisors gave higher overall ratings
to this conference but the results did not differ significantly from those in April.
The final item on the conference evaluation form asked for a comparison between
the two conferences. It is not surprising to note that Supervisors again were most
positive in their response, administrators most negati?e but all were close to the
midpoint of the scale feeling that this conference was almost equal in value to the

Spring sessions,

Summary of Free Response

In addition to statistical data gathered on the conference evaluation forms,
participants were given the opportunity to make additional comments. Free responses
were found according to the following breakdowns.

3 of B teachers

3 of 6 supervisors
3 of 6 administrators

One person used the comment section to explain why the two conferences were
not comparable in terms of value.

Three (2 supervisors and 1 teacher) indicated that they thought the conference
was extremely valuable, worthwhile and adaptable to classroom instruction. The
three administrators seemed to feel that this conference lacked a common meeting
among administrators where the logistics of program implementation could have been
discussed. This was a shortcdming of the program and as such the program was prob-
ably of more value for teachers and supervisors than it was for administrators.

One person suggested more emphasis on actual daily classroom organization
and further suggested the showing of films Eepicting different techniques in use

in the classroom.
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. o CONFERENCE EVALUATION - 8/78
CHECK ONE: Teacher ———— Supervigor - - - ‘ ° Administrator =~ T T
DIRECTIONS: Consider the numbers on the rating scale as continuous with the descrip-

tiou indicating direction. Circle only ONE number in response to each statement.
Indicate the extent to which each of the following characteristics of this conference

contributed to the overall success of tha conference.

1. The conference took place before the actual start of the school year rather than
once it was underway.

s Torav

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 . +2,° A T3 +4
Detracted Contributed s Added

greatly ‘ nothing . greatly

. . .
2. The conference was conducted in the working atmosph of an educational facility.
. -~ . .

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 ) +3 “vd
Detracted Contributeq. * Added

greatly nothing . greatly

3. The participants were not required to remain togathe) for the entire duration of the
conference. R

. +3 +4
. Added
greatly

-4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1
Detracted Contributed
greatly nothing

4. A team consisting of a teacher, superviser and administra::?\(fhm he §aqg distxict’
attended the conference.

-4 -3 =2 -1 0 41 ents
Detracted Contributed , Wlded
greatly nothing . *greatly
5. The focus of the conference was presentations by the participa
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 : +1 ' +4
Detracted Conttibuted /, . Added
greatly . nothing / . greatly
/ .
Pleagse give your overall evaluation of this conferencey *
1 2 3 4 5 A .8 9
Waste of time More or less ./ . * "Extremely Valuable
worthwhile” ‘
7
Please compare this conference to the Spf}ng co
-4 -3 -2 -1 7 4 +2 +3 +4
Less valuable About the same More v:luable

Please use. the back of this sheet to make any additional comments. Your suggestions
previously were very helpful and we would appreciate more.
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WORKSHOP SESSION .EVALUATION

: P TITLE oF sEsston 1 ——

TITLE OF SESSION 2 e w ~ - .

CHECK ONE: Teacher Supervisor Adoministracor
1. To what extent was this session related to the teaching concerns of teachers of
slow learners? :

3 b 578 7 8 5

I - : \

C.o.o.oo.ooo.oono .T

1 2

2. How inCeresteJ-would slow learners te ia the material presented?

...........l...l...ll..l.l...l l........l...l....l-.l..l..l.l..........l..l.l....
b 2 ’ 2 L 5 6 7 8 9
'

!

3. To what extgn: would slow learners be challenged by the matesial?

1 2 k3 I s 6 7 8 9

o..--o'..........b}...o--o.....o..o...............o.......o-.--

4. 1 feel that ﬁhe tnaterial described would be useable by a classroom teacher
of slow learhers. .

5. This sessign Lould be a worthuhile experience for others ia oy discrict,

“esesssasetsetsssans LE XN TN Y

7 8 9

W

&

w
O

ortioned to this activity?

\}

$90 8000000000 cntoctststonn

1 2 3

6. How well was time

A A R N Y

L 5 6 7 8 9

tyoe I hoped I would attend at a conference dezling with

7. This session was th
alternatives for sfow learneacy.

1T L 5 6 7 8 9
3. _ni&tion wis w¢ll orcanfzed.

P Creeeenceas R T T L X T T T, e ert.eteessiananaas
1 L 5 6 7 G 9
9. Th apejker demonstrated the expertise T would expect from a workshep leader.

!
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1 - 3 L 5 6 7 8 9
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10. The spcsker demonstrated the creativity 1 would expect from a leader {n (e fleld,

ld:akcr comuunicated hi{s/her {deas well.

1

4 3 4 5 6 7
\

12." The s'sslon offered stimulating material.
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]

13. My qu sdtons were dealt with satisfaccorily .

1 2

ferernen,

‘ 3 L 5 & 7 8 9

14, To what\extent would the content of =his sess¢
classrodhs {n your school (disecriee)?

on be of practical use for

L s & 7 8 9

1l 2

15. This session provi we with new understardings about the slow learner.

5 6 7 8 9

nntnnn.nn.a.nnonnnnnnnonnn‘nnonn

1 2 2

16. This session helpe&d achieve the objectives of this conference.

4

L 5 6 7 8 9

1 2

17. How successful fwas this session as g training experience for YOU?

TR s s ; i ;

o
AR AR LN AR N X RN PN TY] * P

1 2 3

18. This sess{on viﬁl iafluence the way I reach and/or the way 1 view others teaching.
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\
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/

19. How helpful will fhe things you learned in this eesslon be for the students
in your sclhool d%::ric:?
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/

20. This acsslon/vas a valuable experlerce.
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WORKSHOP SESSION EVALUATION

i TITLE OF SESSION 1 LUGHT'
]

|
TITLE OF SESsIoN 2 _{eavy
CHECK ONE: Teacher =—————— Supervisor e e e ¢ o o Administrator =—— e— —— -

1. To what extent was this session related to the teaching concerns of teachers of

8low learners?

1 2

®
2. How inc;:rest d. rld slow learners be {n the material presented?
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12. o \ & S 6 7 8 9
@ ||

-.-q-!ld slow learners be challenged by the material?
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Append!x

Bartlett's Test of Spherity was performed on two 21 variable correlation

‘matrices consisting of the 20 ltem*horkshop evaluation questionnaire statement plus

the varlable "position in school." A separate test for workshop session | and
session |} was performed. In each case Chi Square was highly significant beyond
the .01 level (x?=801.96 df=210, p<.002 fa sesslon 1, x2=7.23x1075, df=210,
P<.0002 for setsion I1) thus permitting the rejection of the null hypothegis that
the elements of each set are'uncorrelated;

These results permitted a factor analytic approach even though there were
relatively few subject; (N=20). Principal Factoring with Iteration, SPSS PA 2,
was applied. Thf estimate of communal ity was the squared multiple correlation.

A varimax rotation was then applied to the number of components having eigenvalues
greate; than or equal to 1.0. Only variables having loadings of greater than .40

In absolute value were deemed significant in the interpretation.

Results - Session | Evaluations

The responses for session | and session |l were factored separately. For
session |, 4 factors met the criteria for rotation with these factors accounting
for 77.8% of the total variance. There were 32 loadings with an absolute value
of 0.4 or greater all of which were positive. There we}e 8 on the first factor,
10 on the second factor, 10 on the third and 4 on the fourth. Nine of the vari-
ables had significant loadings on two or more factors, none loaded on all four and
twelve variables loaded on one and only one factor.

Factor One (Session )

Factor One may be interpreted as a Professional Evaluation Factor. Of the 8

variables loading on this factor, 5 variables had loadings of from .70 to .87.

Four of these variables dealt with the organization, expertise, creativity and
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communication skills of the speaker. These four variables loaded dnly on this
factor. Other significant variables dealing with the value of the session iﬁﬁ
general, Its influence on future teaching, Its success as a training experience and
whether the material was stlmulating had loadings on this factor as well as on
factor 3. This is interpreted as meaning that these variables not only tap Into
how one evalustes another professionalson a professional expertise level but also
into some other factor. Further, and probably more important, in evaluating one's
performance weight is given not only to how the material is presented but also
to the worth of the maferlal'presented.

Factor | accounted for 72% of the varlance.

Factor Two

Factor two has been interpreted as a Relevance Factor. Four variables had
loadings of between .75 and .88 on this factor. These variables had no significant

loadings on any other factor. The items were: 'Was the session related to the

teaching concerns of those teaching slow learners?" How interested would slow

learners be, and How challenged would slow learners be. Five variables had sig-

nificant loadings on this as well as on factor 3. These variables, 'worthwhile
experience for others, practical use in the classroom, achieving conference ob-
jectives, the general value of the session and helpfulness to students', all tap
a relevance factor however they also contribute to anothgr factor as well.

Factor two accounted for 15.1% of the total variance.

Factor Three

.

Factor three which accounts for one half the remaining variance is interpreted

to bé a Personal Satisfaction Factor. While ten variables had significant loadings

on this factor only two were found with no other significant loadings. These items
were (#13)-- My questions were dealt with satisfactorily and (#15) - The session

provided me with a new understanding about the slow learner. Other variable load-

.ing on this factor were doublets (ltems 5, 12, 14, 17, 18 and 19) or triplets

(items 16, 20). There is a common thread, however, of personal influence or judge=- -
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ment. The fact that these personal variables also influence other factors is
Important. Personal satisfaction factor of variables such as “successful training
~experience, influence my teaching, achieve conference objectives, practical, useful
stimulating also appear as variables in factors 1 and 2.

Factor Four

The final factor can be interpreted as an Administrative Disappointrient Factor.

Of the four variables showing significant loadings on this factor, Position in School
and judgement of time allocation (loadings of .61 and .65 respectively) had no
significant loadings on any other factor. The other two variables of significance
were item 7, this was the type of session | hoped | would attend, and item 16, the
session achieved the conference objectives. These four items taken in Ifght of the
feedback given by 3 of the six administrators in the free response section of the
conference evaluation form led to the interpretation of disappointment. The ad-
‘ministrators felt that they did not have enough time together as a separate group.
They felt that the sessiqns were more valuable for those directly involved in the

curriculum area. As such they were somewhat disappointed with the results.

- Results - Session |I!

Session 1! factor analysis yielded only three factors meeting the criteria
established. These three factors accounted for 78.9% of the total variance or
slightly more than the four factors found for session | results. There were 27
loadings with an absolute value of 0.4 or greater of which 26 were positive and
1 negative. 17 variables loaded on the first factor, 8 on the second and only

2 on the third. 6 variables were doublet loads while the remaining 15 variables
loaded on only one factor.

Factor One

Factor one which accounted for 84.1% of the variance contained loadings from

so many variables that it can only be interpreted as a General Satisfaction with
| 47

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI



43-

Outcomes Factor. 17 of the 21 variables loaded significantly on this factor, thus

it is probably more Important to investigate the variables which did not load on

this factor. Only items 8, 10, 11 and position in school failed to load significantly.
Aside~from the position in school variable, all other non-significant variables

dealt with an evaluation of the presenter. The highest loading on Factor 1, those
with a 0.8 or greater were items !, 2, 4, 5, 14, 17 and 19. All of these had the
common thread of satisfaction with the interest, usability, practicality, helpfulness
and general success of the session. In reality this factor seems to be a merging

of the Personal Satisfaction and Relevance Factors found in the analysis of session
I. The merging of these two factors seems to have greater weight than the two
factors as separate entities.

Factor Two

almost identical to factor one of the first session, and is again interpreted as

a Professional Evaluation Factor. The heaviest loadings were from variables 8

through 12 dealing with organization, speaker expertise, creativity, communication
skills and the stimulating nature of the material presented. Iltem 3, the extent
to which ;low learners would be challenged by the material, had a lower but still
significant loading (0.52). This is interpreted to mean that in evaluating a
persbn's performance in presenting material, some valuation is made of the content
Aand this valuation has an effect on the evaluation of the overall perforﬁance.

It should also be pointed out that session !l had as one of its components

"Information Sharing'. It is possible that as the people became more actively

involved in the session the general satisfaction factor became primary and the
professional evaluation factor (which for this session was really a peer evalu-
ation) became secondary. This could account for the fact that in session I, pro-
fessional evaluation was the factor accounting for the most variance while in

session Il it moved to second.
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Factor Three

Factor tﬁree does not lend itself to a clear cut label. Only two variables

had loadings on this factor. Position In School had a positive loading of .64

"and did not load significantly on any other factor. One might be tempted to give

this label to the third factor. However, useability in the classroom, variable b,

had a slgnificant negative loading (-.4) on this factor. That would have been
explained by posltlon in school if it weren't for the fact that administrators and
teachars (coded 3 and 1 respectively) gave this item equal ratings. Only super-

visors gave this a more positive rating.

Summary of Guest Speaker Evaluations

Viewing the graphs of the evaluations of both Prof. ‘aletsky and Prof.
ﬁoffman lead to some ver; simple observations. Both speakers received very
positive ratings on the items tapping a professional evaluation. Their ratings
were between 1 and 2 on all items wifh 1 being the most positive possible. For
the great majority of items (16 out of 20 for Maletsky and 18 out of 20 for
_ Hoffman) the second session received more positive ratings than the first. This
indicates that any changes that the speakers made between their session | and

session 11 presentations received generaily favorable receptions.
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Suggestions for Improvement

The workshop format of the conferences successfully achieved its stated
goals of information dissemination. The evaluation questionnaires clearly
show a high level of participant satisfaction with virtually all of the
workshop leaders at both conferences. They feel that the important factors
were the "away-from-school' setting with all the everyday pressures and problems
out of their minds; the opportunities for interaction particularly during the
overnight conference; particularly effective resource people; and exposure to
a limited number of workshop leaders on a single central theme.

A need was expressed, particularly by the administrators for greater
opportunities to meet with each other and share common problems, particularly
practices in implementation of programs. This will be built into future
conferences.

The difficulty experienced in making field visits illustrates a need to
clarify the role of this aspect of the program. In part, there is need to
strengthen the relationship between project staff and participants. The
overnight Spring Conference created a strong bond between staff and participants,
as well as participants with each other. Instead of exploiting this positive
relationship, the 2-day drive-in Summer Conference, although effective in
dissemination of information, was too short and the rélationship weakened.
it 1is broposed that the summer conference be eliminated and in its place 4 - 6
late afternoon-evening workship dinner meetings be held at Queens College during
the Fall semester. In this way, the bonds that were constructed in the Spring
would be strengthened in the Fall, rather than weakened. Perhaps; one result
would be a different view of the role of the consultant, while another would

be an extension of the willingness for school districts to make a joint effort

to meet common problems.
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The Newsletter was well received and is currently distributed to some
800 educators, including all secondary schools in Queens, Nassau and Suffolk
Counties. The Secondary Education Department at Queens College is considering
making this publication a permanent one, as it seems to be fulfilling an
important local need. It enables dissemination to become a continuous process.
As indicated earlier, a change in the format of the summer conference
will be organized in order to maintain the momentum built by the overnight
conference. A series of evening dinner workshop meetings at Queens College
wiil replace the summer drive-in conference. It is expected that the change

will also affect the willingness of school districts to take better advantage

of the consultant field visits.
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AFPPENDIX 1

The scores given each of the workshop leaders wére tabulated
with means and standard deviations computed, These were divided
into three sets of scores -~ the presentation given first, Session I,
the presentation given second, Session II and the total rating
cambining both presentations. Table 1 represents the results of

these tabulations,

.TABLE 1

Summary of Ratings for Each Workshop Leader on a Twenty Item
Evaluation Forme.

SESSION I SESSION II TOTAL

Hoffman X 2.93 2.00 2.47
sd  1.49 1.17 1.34

Bogelmeyer X 3,65 2,13 2.89
sd  1.53 1.29 1.41

Schulte X 4,05 2.89 3.97
| sd  1.68 1.80 1,74
Stop& . -X- 6.10 3.19 4,64
sd 2.08 1046 1.80

Total X 4,05 2.87 2,46
sd l.98 l.66 1,83

(Y]
(@)
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These data were analyzed for significant differences between
the mean ratings given each of the leéders on the twenty item
questionnaires, A series of t-tests for the differences between
means were performed pairing each leader with every other leader.

In each pairing, n=20 ( the number of questions) with the total
degrees of freedom for the test ( dof = 36 ). All tests were
performed at « = 5% with t, = 1,68 . Table 2 sumarizes the resulps

of these tests.

Table 2.

T-values for the Difference Between the Mean Ratings given
Each Workshop Leader

SESSION I SESSION IT TOTAL
H-E t=1.49 ,05<p<.l t=.31  p>.3 £=.96 .12<p<.2
wH—Scl %= 2.23' .01<p<.025  t£=2.46 p=.01 t= 3,44 p<.005
H-St t=5.53" D0<.,005 t=4.49" p<.005 t=2417 ,01<p<.025
E-Sc t= .80 .2<p<.25 t=3.56 p<.005 t = 3,05 D<.005
E-St t=4.25 <005 t=2.44° ,01<p<.02  t=4,33" p<,005
Sc-St t=3.42 p<.005 £51.34° ,05<p<el  t=1.20 .1<p<.125

® Reversal of rank for session II

nq =.n2=2o dof = 38

, .
ERiC*‘ significant at = o05%

IToxt Provided by ERI
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fhe results of these tests indicate that the conference
participants judged Hoffman's and Engelmeyer's presentations most
positively with no significant difference between the two in total
rating. The difference between their respective ratings was greater

in the first session but was still not significant at the 0,05 level.

The tests comp#ring Schulte and Stopa again show no significant
differences in thg total. There is, however, a marked change taking
pPlace between session I and session II presentations. In accounting
for this change one can look at the presentations rather than the
ratings. Mr. Stopa, who was a last minute substitution into the
program to repdace a speaker who cancelled two days prior to the
conference, radically changed his presentation between session I
and session II. This change in the type of materials discussed
and in the program described made a great change in the rating given
Mr. Stopa. This change’wds so great that it produced a reversal in
the relative rank of Stopa and Schulte and yielded a difference

between the two that was almost significant at the .05 level.

Go
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It is a8 matter of conjecture whether Mr. Stopa's overall rating woul&
have been significantly better if both session I and session II had
dealt with the same material. As presented, however, the tests
'indicate that while Hofiman and Engelmeyer did not differ significantly
and Stopa and Schulte did not differ significantly,both Hoffman and
Engelmeyer had significantly higher ratings than either Schulta or

Stopa .
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APPENDIX II

Bartlett's test of sphé?ic;ty was performed upon an 8 variable correlation
matrix consisting of 7 conference evaluation questionnaire items plus the variable
of "position in school,' where Teacher was coded 1, Supervisor was coded 2, and
Administrator was coded 3. Chi Square was significant beyond'the .01 level
(;Kf =60.5, df=28) thus permitting rejecticn of the hypothesis that the matrix
consists Of a set of uncorrelated elements.

These results permitted the application of a factor analytie approach to the
analysis of tl:ese¢ data, even though there‘were 3‘re1a£ive1y emall number of subjects
(N = 28). Principal Factoring with Iteration, SPSS PA2, was applied. Squaréd multiple
correlation was used as the estimate of communality. In this proced;re, the iterative
processez repiace the diagonal elements with new estimates of communality, representing
the variances accounted for by the reduced matrix. When differences between two
successive ccumunality estimates are negligible, the procedure terminates. Varimax
rotation was then applied to the number of components having eigen values greater or

equal to 1.0. Only variables having loadings of +/-.30 or mores were taken into

account in the interpretation.

6¢
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Results

Threga £9ctors met the criteria for rotation. These three factors accounted
for 69.1% ¢f the tota)l variance. There were 12 1padings with an absolute value
of .30 or grtatexr; 6 on the first factor and 3 each on the two succeeding factors.
Four varivleS Produced significant loadings Om tyo factors, the remaining 4 variables
produced | ¢8ing8 on one factor.

Factor Ong
_—

Factqx One May be interpreted at The MaloX Components of QOverall Participant

Satisfactipf With the Workshop. Factor One h2s jtg highest loading variable seven,
—_——— e e~ o

the overalg Syvaluation of the conference (.85) . variable two, the contribution to

overall sap}S¥action made by holding the confeEEEEE,Eﬂﬁz.fsgﬂ.Eﬂ institutional setting
was quite gybStantial (.83).

- Having the Participants remain together PToved to have mixed effects upon the
participany s valuations. Item 3, which tapped regpondents assessment of the
contributiyy Nade by having stayed together duting the conference loaded .60 on
Factor One aﬂd .53 on Factor Three, This is hlterpreted £0 mean that while there
were aspeclg ©f wOrking together over a protrac ted period of time that were perceived
as contribygffg to the overall satigfaction of pParticipants with the workshop, some

participantg Seem to have experienced greater satjgfaction than others, satisfaction
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unrelated to the overall evaluation of the workshop. This issue will be elaborated

upon in the discussion of Factor Three.

f a teacher, supervisor and administrator

Variable 4, the idea of a team composed

from the same district, was an important component of overall satisfaction loading

.39 on Factor Ome.

Having the conference take place during a school week--thus providing participants

with a break in routine--was of some importance in overall satisfaction, loading .34

on Factor One.

Last, having regource personnel available before and after the workshops made

a significant contribution to overall satisfaction, loading ;31 on the first factor.

Over half (556.27) the common factor variance was accounted for by Factor One.
(Such a high proportion of common factor variance ought to be expected when column
variance is maximized, as it is in Verimax rotation.)

Factor Two

Factor Two has been interpreted as Satisfaction Between and Among Consultants

and Participants. Factor Two accounts for 29.6% of the common factor variance and

consists of sources of satisfaction independent of overall satisfaction with the

conference. The highest loading on this factor, .7Y, 1s on Item 5, the item tapping
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the contribution of informal discussion sessions among participants, and consultants.

Item 6 which has a significant loading on Factor One is a doublet which has
its highest loading, .60, on Factor Two. The only other variable that had a
significant loading on this factor was also a doublet, Item 4, the team approach,
loading .39 on Factor One but having a higher loading, .48, on Factor Two.

These results suggest that respondents made a distinction between those
aspects of the workshop over which direct control could be exercised, such as
schedgling and setting, and evaluations of the satisfactions that proceeded from
interactions between and among consultants and participants. The Factor Analysis
reflects the complexity of their views sincg all the variables that have a
significant loading on this facﬁor also share some vafiépcefhith another factor.
For example, adoption of the team idea is an administrative decision which contributed

_to their overall satisfaction with the conference but inevitably lead to persqnal
interactions which, while valued, were seen as independent of direct administrative
control; thus were evaluated along with other sources of satisfaction such as the

contribution of informal discussions which were interactive and spontaneous in nature.
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‘Factor Three

Factor Three is interpreted to be Satisfaction with Informal Interactions

Relative to Organizational Status. Factor Three accounts for 14.2% of the common

factor variance. This small, but revealing factor is defined by three variables,

two of which are doublets, the contribution of remaining together (.53), the

status of the individual, (.52), and the contribution of informal discussion, (.48).

It seems reasonably clear that supervisors and administrafors valued these
interactions more highly than did teachers, perhaps this difﬁerence in valuation
may be attributable to a greater sense of ease that comes from feeling that one's
comments are not being judged by supervisors. This was the only factor in which
the position variable contributed substantial variance.

Inspection of the evaluation questionnaires of the teachers, supervisors and
administrators supports the interpretation that while generally highly valued,
greater satisfaction with informal interactions was to be found among supervisors
and administrators than teachers. Further, no distinction can be made between
supervisors' and administrators' satisfaction with these interactions. This
suggests that the critical status distinction exists between regular teachers and

"others'", in this case both administrators and supervisors.
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Table 2

Conference Evaluation Questionnaire:
Salient Loadings on Rotated Factor

Matrix
Questionnaire Items Factor I  Factor II Factor III
1. Occured during week rather .34
than weekend

2. Removed from school setting .83
3. Participants remained together -59 .53
4. Team of Teacher/Super/Admin. .39 .48
5. Informal discussion seéssions .79 ..48
6. Resource personnel were available .31 .57
7. Overall evaluation of conference .85

.52

8. Position in school

Salient variables are defined as those having loadings of +/~ .30 or
greater.
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